Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Title:
Address:
City:
State:

Zip Code;

Phone No.:

Email
Address:
Topic:
Comments:

E&E Website

121812004
Cathy

Callier

Registrar

3053 Fried Ave

San Diego

CA
92122

858 452 9308

cathy@ lajollasoccer.org

Energy and Minerals

| dread having to look at my energy bill every month wondering about the
increases and how | am going to afford this. PLease support this project.

G171-1

2004/G171

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed

Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Mame

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website
12/20/2004
John

Carlson

2835 Main St
Susanville
CA

96130
Alternatives

Cabrillo Port is the right sclution to California's energy crisis. We won't
have to allow for more drilling on our public lands and the impacts of the
project are minimal. This facility would receive LNG, store it, turn it back
into gas and feed it into existing natural gas pipelines. Is the better
solution more drilling onshore drilling that would lead to more pipelines
being built. No, this is the logical solution.

G330-1

2004/G330

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed

Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website
12/20/2004

Tim
Carroll

8669 Via Alta Way
Elk Grove

CA
95624
Land Use

After reviewang the draft EIS of this project, | felt compelled to comment
on one thing - and per you suggestions, we will call it "land use”. |
understand that pipelines will have to be installed, however, from what I'm
understanding, this will have minimal effect envirnmentally speaking. My
concern would be that we would continue drilling beautiful open spaces. |
visit Colorado often and normally drive. It's disturbing to me to see all the
drilling that is done along the way. There are constant desires for more
drilling in these areas. | like Cabrillo Port because it does not call for
drilling on our open spaces. It's an offshore port that we will never know is
there. | believe it is has great benefits in regards to land use. We must
protect what we have, but not be dumb and think we don't need to
produce more energy. | think this is a win-win situation.

2004/G273

G273-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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I attended your hearingin Dwe: 1% )w
Ventura County on Nov. 30% with
my family but was not given time
to speak. We waited for nearly 2
hours. Inthe future please allow | ¢,
one person from each side to
“speak so that one opinion does
not monopolize the meeting.

1 strongly support the LNG
facility. it will bring good jobs and | cas2
clean energy to our area.
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Valley
- 7831 Vmeﬂand Avenue, Aparl:ment
# 16
| DocketNo, USCG-2009-16877
State Clearimghouse No.
20044021107
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2004/G419

G419-1

The notices for the public meetings and the information provided at
the public meetings indicated that commenters would speak in the
order that their requests were received, after elected officials and
representatives of government agencies were heard. We regret that
you were unable to stay at the meeting to provide oral testimony;
however, your submitted written comment carries the same weight
as any oral comments provided at public hearings.

G419-2

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



To Whom It May Concern:

I was unable to speak at your recent Oxnard hearing for the
LMG port facility. I support it. This is a safa project
that will be a big help to our community.

W@Jﬂ»

ROSA CASTILLO
T831LVINELAND AVE. APT. 16
SUON VALLEY, CA 91352

G420-1 & -2

Docket No. USCG-2004-16877

State Clearinghouse No,

20044021107

2004/G420

G420-1

The notices for the public meetings and the information provided at
the public meetings indicated that commenters would speak in the
order that their requests were received, after elected officials and
representatives of government agencies were heard. We regret that
you were unable to stay at the meeting to provide oral testimony;
however, your submitted written comment carries the same weight
as any oral comments provided at public hearings.

G420-2

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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| showed up to speak out in favor of
the LNG building project off of the
Oxnard shore but wasn't given time
io speak.

Please register my support for this
important project for our local -
economy. |
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2004/G421

G421-1

The notices for the public meetings and the information provided at
the public meetings indicated that commenters would speak in the
order that their requests were received, after elected officials and
representatives of government agencies were heard. We regret that
you were unable to stay at the meeting to provide oral testimony;
however, your submitted written comment carries the same weight
as any oral comments provided at public hearings.

G421-2

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Mame:
Last Name:

Title:
Address;
City:

State:

Zip Code;
Topic:
Comments:

E&E Website
1216/2004
Dylann
Ceriani

Mrs.

11685 Negley Dr.

San Diego

CA
92131

Energy and Minerals

G043

We need to disentangle ourselves from the need for foreign energy

sources, as well as find new environmentally friendly, less costly ways to  (3043-2
produce power!

G043-1

2004/G043

G043-1
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

G043-2

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website
1215/2004

Grant

Chappell

180 Brannan St. #4198
San Francisco

CA

94107

Marine Traffic

The site selected by the BHP officials is far enough from shipping
channels to cause any major problems. Although traffic will need to be
restricted near the Cabrillo Port facility, the smart location choice will
prevent it from being a hassle. Overall, | think the planners have done an
excellent job of thinking through all the possible problems the LNG might
create and mitigating or eliminating them. For that they should be
commended.

2004/G023

G023-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Beth Charas [mailto:bethcharas@avenuecable.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2004 12:01 AM

To: Kusano, Ken LT

Ce: savethecoast@sierrablub.org

Subject: LNG facility at Oxnard

Dear Lieutenant Kusano,

The rest of the world is not going to tolerate our hogging of the underground
energy resources forever. At some point, probably in less than 20 years, they are
going to object with much violence. Instead of sinking large sums of money in
facilities that are doomed to be destroyed it would be smarter to start doing now
what we will be forced to do in the future i.e. developing sun, sea, wind, and
conservation energy policies and projects.

Sincerely,

Elisabeth Charas

G4221

2004/G422

G422-1

Sections 1.2.2,1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.



Page 1 of 1

Sholly, Brian Source:
Letter to CSLC Commission
From: Beth Charas [bethcharas @avenuecable.com)
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2004 8:56 PM Date: /7 /Z@ Ay
To: ogginsc@sle.ca.gov
Ce: savethecoast @sierraclub.org

Subject: LNG project in Oknard
Dear Mr. Coggins,
The rest of the world is not geing to tolerate our hagging all of the below ground energy resources forever. Atsome

point, probably in less than 20 years, they will object with much viclence. We had better get started on using wind, solar,
the movement of the oseans, conservation elc because sooner or later we will be forced to change. Spending huge

amounts of money for the LNG facility does not make sense in the long run, G423-1

Sinceraly,

Elisabeth Charas

1/4/2005

2004/G423

G423-1

Sections 1.2.2,1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.
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L0846 2004/G490
G490-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
el into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Donna Cleary Project.
11656 Negley Drive o o g
San Diego, CA 92131 i 17 A FHd
858-549-2548
December 15, 2004
Docket Management Facility
U.S. Department of Transponation
Room PL-401 i oy- (6§77 -5
400 Seventh Street SW Yi<6 - 2904

Washington, DC 20590-0001
To Whom It May Concern:

There is nothing beautiful about energy! But it is desperately needed and we as
Californian’s can no longer turn away and fear projects that will bring new sources of
energy to production.  The Cabrillo Port Natural Gas Deepwater Port has my full
support.

The project has successfully addressed many environmental and aesthetic concerns and
should be allowed to proceed.




From: twocolesfadelphia.net [mailto:twocolesfadelphia.net]
Sent: Saturday, Decenmber 18, 2004 5:26 PM
To: Kusanoc, Ken LT

Subject: Cabrillo Peort LNG Deepwater Port draft EIS/EIR
Attention: K Kusano

I request a €60-day extension to the December 20, 2004 deadline on comments
re. the Cabrilleo Port LNG draft EIS/EIR. It seems cbvious that EHP Billiton

strategically planned to present this project at a time when people are 424-1
involved with holiday plans. It also seems discriminatory to foist this

project on a low income Hispanic area where most residents do not have time

or funds teo protest. 6424'2

The overwhelming issue is public safety. Although I do not live in Oxnard,
many Port Hueneme residences are closer to where the floating storage and
regasification unit would be than most Oxnard residences. We are especially
near Ormond Beach where the proposed onshore LNG metering station would be
located. The only security measure in the draft EIS/EIR is a fence.
Terrorists or vandals could cut the fence to place bombs causing a natural
gas explosion or release of vapor or both. There doesn't seem to be much
security other than a mention of the Coast Guard. Since we have a naval base
located in Port Hueneme with the only deep water port between San Francisco
and Los Angeles which needs heavy security, can yvou assure me that the
metering station and the fleoating storage unit would have adequate Coast G424-3
Guard protection?

Thank you for your attention to this sericus security threat.

A deeply concerned citizen,

Marjorie Cole
Port Hueneme

2004/G424

G424-1

All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a March 2006 Revised Draft EIR was
recirculated under the CEQA for an additional public review period
of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on this
topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

G424-2

Sections 4.19.1 and 4.19.4 contain information on potential Project
impacts on minority and low-income communities and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

G424-3

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and the odorant station has been relocated to the
FSRU with a smaller backup odorant facility onshore. Sections
2.4.1.3,4.2.7,4.7.4,4.12,4.18.4, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3 contain updated
text on this topic.

Appendix C3-2 contains information on marine safety and security
requirements.

The analysis indicates that the consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
not reach the shoreline. Section 4.2.7.4 contains information on the
major laws, regulatory requirements and plans for public safety
regarding the FSRU and LNG carriers. Section 4.2.7.6 and the
Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information
on this topic. Impact PS-4 in Section 4.2.8.4 discusses the potential
for accidental or intentional damage at onshore facilities, including



2004/G424

the Ormond Beach Metering Station.



G491

The cabrillo Port LNG draft EIS/EIR shows this project is untested and untried G491-1
anywhere else in the world and also unsafe.Not only would the floating storaﬁe and =491-2
regasification unit be a target for terrorists but also a danger due to earthquakes

or ships straying inte it in fog. The meter"ing station on ormond Beach, surrounded

by only a fence is a great hazard to the nearby residences both in Oxnard and Port 5491-3
Hueneme. The heavy security needed 1is not dealt with.

Page 1

2004/G491

G491-1

Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.

G491-2
Table 4.2-2 identifies representative hazards and threats
considered in the public safety analysis.

Section 4.11 contains revised information on seismic and geologic
hazards and mitigation that specifically addresses the potential
damage to proposed pipelines from a direct rupture along fault
lines. Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of
seismic hazards.

G491-3

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and the main odorant station has been relocated to
the FSRU with a smaller backup odorant facility onshore. Section
2.4.1.2 describes the facilities at the Ormond Beach Metering
Station. Sections 2.4.1.3, 4.2.7,4.7.4,4.12, 4.18.4, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3
contain updated text on this topic. Section 4.2.8.2 and Appendix C3
under “Design and Safety Standards Applicable to Natural Gas
Transmission Pipelines” identify safety regulations for onshore
facilities. Impact PS-4 in Section 4.2.8.4 discusses the potential for
accidental or intentional damage at onshore facilities, including the
Ormond Beach Metering Station.
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Kusano, Ken LT

Ua0G- 200 - 16877-8AK

From: twocoles@adelphia.net
Sent:  Friday, December 17, 2004 11:56 PM

To: ogginscislc.ca.gov

Subject: Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port draft EIS/EIR

Attention: Cy Oggins

I request a 60-day extension to your December 20, 2004 deadline on comments re. the Cabrillo Port
LNG Deepwater Port draft EIS/EIR. It seems obvious the BHP Billiton strategically planned to present
this project at a time when people are involved with holiday plans.

I became alarmed about this proposed installation when 1 attended the public hearing held in Oxnard on
November 30. My neighbors and [ later spoke opposing it at the Port Hueneme City Council meeting.
There are many reasons to be concerned.

The overwhelming issue is public safety. Although I do not live in Oxnard, many Port Hueneme
residences are eloser to where the floating storage and regasification unit would be than some Oxnard
residences. We are especially near Ormond Beach where the proposed onshore LNG metering station
would be located. The only security measure in the draft EIS/ELR is a fence. Terrorists or vandals could
cut the fence to place bombs causing a natural gas explosion or release of vapor. There doesn't seem to
be much security other than a mention of the Coast Guard. We have a naval base located in Port
Hueneme with the only deep water port between San Francisco and Los Angeles. This needs heavy
security and there doesn't seem to be extra Coast Guard personnel allocated for the metering station.
Also Ormond Beach is a wetlands with a bird sanctuary. We wish to enhance our community by
protecting the Oxnard wetlands and the Channel Islands marine sanctuary. This natural beauty, once
destroyed, will not be there for us or future generations. Please keep in mind that vandals or terrorists arg
not the only concern. Earthquakes are a given in California and these could also cause great damage to
this facility.

Discrimination has also been questioned. The population in Oxnard where the pipelines would pass
through tends to be low-income Hispanic people, many without the time or funds to protest. [ have read
in the newspaper that there is now some thought of not placing these pipelines by schools or our one
hospital, St. John's. Who are they now considering endangering?

We need time to look into the record of the Australian company, BHP Billiton. Apparently their record
on LING accidents and assaults on the environment is not a good one. [ understand that the LNG risk of
igniting is during the regasification process. An explosion during this process would most likely take the
lives of those on the floating storage unit, pollute the water killing the marine life and cause air pollution
to many communities.

There is also concern that this installation, once put in place, would be regulated by the federal
government. Our state of California and our cities would have no control over it. Since this installation
has never been done before, and is untested and untried, we do not want to be the guinea pigs. BPH
Billiton assures us that it is computer modeled by outstanding engineers. Contemplating NASA's record,
this does not give us a secure feeling.

55331

I5533-2

I5533-3

I5533-4

I5533-5

I5533-6
I5533-7

I5533-8

I5533-9

A deeply concerned citizen,

12/22/2004

I5533-10
I5533-11

2004/G533

G533-1

All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a March 2006 Revised Draft EIR was
recirculated under the CEQA for an additional public review period
of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on this
topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

G533-2
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.

G533-3
See the response to Comment G533-2.

G533-4

Section 4.8.1.1 and Impacts TerrBio-1, -2, and -3 in Section 4.8.4
discuss existing conditions at Ormond Beach and impacts on
wetlands.

Section 4.7.1.4 discusses the Channel Islands National Marine
Sanctuary and Ormond Beach.

G533-5
Section 4.11 discusses this topic.

G533-6

Sections 4.19.1 and 4.19.4 contain information on potential Project
impacts on minority and low-income communities and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.



2004/G533

G533-7

Section 2.4 describes the proposed onshore pipeline routes.
Chapter 4 identifies impacts of the proposed routes by resource
subject area.

G533-8

The Deepwater Port Act requires that that the Project applicant
demonstrate financial responsibility. One of the purposes of this
EIS/EIR is to identify, assess, and mitigate (when possible)
potential environmental and socio-economic impacts to aid the
decision-makers to reach an informed decision.

G533-9

Section 4.2.7.6 discusses the public safety risks of an offshore LNG
spill; Section 4.6.4 discusses air quality impacts of a potential LNG
spill; and Section 4.7.4 discusses impacts on marine life.

G533-10

Sections 1.1, 1.2.1, and 1.3 and Table 4.2-3 discuss the roles of
Federal, State and local agencies regarding approval and
regulation of the Project.

G533-11

Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.
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Marjorie Cole
Port Hueneme

1272272004




Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website

12/20/2004
Patti

Colston

1589 Cakebhread Circle
Sacramento

CA
95834
Public Safety: Hazards and Risk Analysis

| appreciate school administrators getting involved in issues that might
affect the children at their school. However, the comments |'ve read in
regards to Cabrillo Port are simply exasperating. There are gas lines all
over. Guess what, if you have natural gas in your house, you have a
pipeline in your backyard. Are you going to move because of it? If you
don't have natural gas in your house, your neighbor might, or a local
county building might. Still you could have a gas line on your property. If
you're going to get involved in children's safety issue, | believe you could
find something else to spend your quality time on.

2004/G380

G380-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Comment Form—Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port draft EIS/EIR

Source:
Public Meeting - Oxnard PM

Name (Please Print): Caﬂmé'“?: Jeos

Date: 11/30/2004
Organization/Agency:
Street Address: _ /[ Cosods S‘\/‘
City: L/eq é/xﬁq state: &7 zip Code: G0

Email address:

Please provide written comments in the space below and drop this form into the comment box.

You may also submit comments
= Electronically through the Project Web site at

http:www.cabrilioport.ene.com
= Electronically through the Docket Management System Web site (docket number 16877) at

hitp:¥dms.dot.gov.
= Or by mail or email fo following addresses:

Docket Management Facility California State Lands Commission
Room PL-401 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
400 Seventh Street SW Sacramento, CA 95825
Washington, DC 20590-0001 ogginsc@slc.ca.gov

Attention: Cy Oggins

All comments must be received by 2 p.m. PST, December 20, 2004

Comments (Use other side or attach additional sheets if necessary):

L G~ Conaprec! Gl Jo

@’IWFM& fi ff“ﬁd?_:/( ap [?"Z.rj

@IGIEC%— c:Mﬁl/ NL.'? fﬁ;f/e fo ,M'Cr’gilf‘ff'i-‘(‘

{?U/"‘ Qfﬁﬂewq:éﬂcw oA oy @n@déxfé’ G081-1
7

Q/?UG-L-’
P

No action will be taken until the environmental review process is completed.

2004/G081

G081-1

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website
1216/2004
Trevor

Connolly

5065 Longbranch
San Diego

CA

92107

Environmental Justice

Too often poorer communities are left bearing the burden on hosting the
infrastructure necessary to support the society at large. Calbrillo Port,
however, turns this idea on its head by saying that no-one should. Since
the floating facility is located near no communities, Cabrillo Port has
practically no impacts on any communities—rich or poor—which makes it
the most environmentally just type of project possible

Thanks for registering my support for this project

2004/G055

G055-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website
1216/2004
Jennifer
Cook

27155 Clifton Ave
Highland

CA
92346
Alternatives

Although LNG is not explosive, in its gaseous form, there is always going
to be a risk associated with natural gas and its transportation. For the
largest component of the Cabrillo Port project—the floating terminal at
sea—this is not a consideration. On land, however, it was. BHP listened
to residents’ concerns and moved the proposed pipeline to existing
rights-of-way that are farther away from residents than the pipelines being
used today by the Gas Company. | appreciate their efforts on this

2004/G051

GO051-

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Topic:
Comments;

E&E Website

12M16/2004
David

Cooney

3132 Sepulveda
San Bernardino

CA
82404

Socioeconomics

| love where | live. We are all lucky to be in a state with such an amazing
environment, with an economy that supports the quality of life we all
enjoy.

Our quality of life continues to put incredible demands on our current
limited energy supplies. And unless something is done soon, our quality
of life will be brought to a halt with increased energy costs and rolling
blackouts.

Cabrillo Port offers us a solution that will prevent another electricity crisis,
while also having minimal impact to the environment. 1t will supply us with
a safe, clean, reliable and cost-effective supply of energy.

Cabrillo Port will also improve our local economy, contributing more than
$25 million in Ventura County alone.

Eventually, | hope to see an increase in the use of alternative energy
sources like solar and wind. But these technologies are still new, and
much too expensive to be considered a viable source of reliable energy.

Cabrillo Port will let us enjoy our quality of life by keeping our lights on in
the short-term. Cabrillo Port will also contribute to a longer term energy
strategy that preserves our spectacular environment for future
generations.

2004/G065

G065-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
First Name:
Last Name:
Title:
Addmess:
City:

State:

Zip Code:
Phone No.:

Email Addmess:

Additional
Topic:
Comments:

ESE Websile
Guy

Cocpear

Calfornia PE (E-6193)
484 Ranzho Dr.
Ventua

CA
3003

B05553-0555
sdlgo(@ eart hiink.net
Other'Genamal Comment

1. Any land basad LHC ferminal can be hazardous to public safety in an wban area.

Fioposad ofi-shore flkating taiminal (including gasification) seems reasonably safe. A major fuel-air
explozion is unlkely (would be ignitad before eptimum mixing accurs), blast ovarpressues an land would
be minimal due to offshore distance.

2. Mozt likely hazard of off-shore terminal i collizion by a ship out of itz normal lane.
3. Inpresen climate of incieasing energy cost, & increasing depandence on
loreign sources, it i5 reasonable & expadient b diversily various curient foreign sources. Development of
long term domestic sources (solar, wind, & nuclear) should continue. LNG opposition argument that
building the Cabiillo Port LHG facility would preclude these domestic sources is not logical & does not fit
into compre hensive, rational long fe1m energy plan.
4. Opposition argument that gas pipe lines would be new & dangsous not conect. alrsady have high
pressure closs-country natural gas pips lines.
5. Pressure atwhich sza floor gas pipe would operate not discussed. Sea bed pipalines are aproven
technology; however, stiess ina conosive (sea waler) envionment, as well aspressure fluctuations and
saa flow cunents, could result in fatigue filuie of the ppes. This would depand ypon woking pressure &
meafal allby and ouler piotection.
6. Should tarminal be kecated on an off-shoie izland, follwing poseble spin-offs ara:

a. Constiuction camp later bacomes fow st or youth camping facility, or oceanographic ressaich
tacility.

b. Any major spillfira‘explosion confined to that partof eland.

c. Teiminal would be away from shipping Bnes.

7. Teiminal could form basis b spin-off industiies: teiminal for exporting
hydrocabon gases producad in California: a thermodynamic heat sink 1o assistl bod freeze-diving
industry; and supply for LHG-fualed busses and tiucks (as opposed to CHG)

a. Twin 24 in. ocsan floor pipes could be wsad o send out bound Calibiniaproduced hydrocarlbons
for export during times whan methans was not in-coming. Standad multiple -uss technologies for high
pressue ppeswould be employed o prevent any mixing of different gases.  The heat sink provided by the
chillad LNG could help in liquefying the axport gases. This achieved by diect heat transter from the axpor
gas inquestion, provided it has higher boiling point than LHG (-263 deg. Fy; or, the LHG oould seve a5 a
heat sink for more efficient additional refrige ration of export gas to a liquid ..

b. Tha gasifisd methane could be kepi chilled during movemeant ko choie where a food freezediying
facility would use the free cold (head sirk).

c, Chilled, high pressure gas browght ashore would require less refrigeration o convert it badk to LNG
for transporiation uss.

d. Chilled, high pressuie gas biowght ashore would, i rwn through expander wibine, provide both haat
sink and pumping power to chill ather hydiocarban gases exported in liquid form.

5. Togasify the LING, more economical &
envionmentally cleanst o use ocaan as haat supply. bu using ssabed ppes as heat exchanger. A
concentric insulatad pipe system envisionad o prevent freszing adjacent sea water while contio lling heat

G126-1

G126-2

G126-3

I5126-4

input and boiling of LHG along length of acsan floor ppes. Must notfiesze ssa walel sbout the pipss ek

2004/G126

G126-1

The maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) for each of the
twin 24-inch subsea pipelines is 1,500 pounds per square inch
gauge (psig). Over the length of the subsea pipelines, pressures
would decrease to 1,100 psi at the meter and piping at the onshore
metering station. The MAOP for the 36-inch Center Road Pipeline
and its alternatives is 1,100 psi, and the MAOP for the 30-inch Line
225 Pipeline Loop in Santa Clarita is 845 psi. Sections 2.3.1 and
2.3.2 contain information on maintenance of offshore pipelines.

G126-2
Section 3.3.7.3 discusses the use of one of the Channel Islands as
a potential alternative location for the regasification facility.

G126-3

The Applicant has only proposed that the Project be used for the
importation, storage, regasification, and distribution of natural gas.
If the facility were to be proposed for a different use, a new or
modified application would be required as well as a new
environmental assessment.

G126-4

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Appendix D5 contains revised information on the
seawater cooling elimination proposal. Section 3.3.9.1 evaluates
alternative vaporization technologies.



subject themn o bads hom buoyancy and sea floor water curents.

&. MHotknown whatpressuie gaswould be biought ashore. Several iBsves: G126-5
a. Higher pressure, less pumping requited o introduce it o existing cross-country distrbution

system.
b. Lowal preszure, safer the gaspipes run thiough wiban arsas to connect with axisting

closs<country pipes.
€. Lower the pressuie, the longar the life of ocean floor pipes. Inganeral

matal fatigues faster if subjected to cyclic shesses in conmosive envionment,

G126-5
See the response to Comment G126-1.

2004/G126
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Kusano, Ken LT

From: sdlge [sdlgci@mail.acninc.net]

Sent: Friday, December 17, 2004 6:59 PM

To: ogginsciésle cagov; Kusano, Ken LT
Subject: Comments on the Cabrillo Port LNC Facility

USLG-UY- 13 2T R0

Sirs:
Below is a brief comment about the Cabrillo Port LNG Facility.

COMMENTS ON THE LNG FACILITY PROPOSAL,
by Guy F. Cooper, California PE license E 6193, Dec. 12, 2004.

Reference: EIS/EIR “Cabrillo Port, Liquified Natural Gas Decpwater Port™

I have the following comments on the subject EIS/EIR:

G534-1
L. Any land-based LNC terminal can be hazardous to public safety in an urban area.
The proposed off-shore floating terminal (including gasification) seems reasonably safe. A major fuel-air
explosion is unlikely (it would be ignited before optimum mixing could occur); even so, the blast over-pressures
on land would be minimal due to the off-shore distance.

Z The most likely hazard of the off-shore terminal would be collision by a ship that has
gotten out of its normal lane.

3. In the present climate of the increasing price of energy, and the increasing dependence on

foreign sources, it is reasonable and expedient to diversify our various current foreign sources. At the same time,
the development of long term domestic sources such as solar, wind, and nuclear, should continue. The LNG
opposition argument that building the Cabrillo Port LNG facility would preclude these domestic sources is not
logical and does not fit into a comprehensive, rational long term energy plan for California.

4. The opposition argument that the gas pipe lines would be something new and dangerous

is also not correct, since we already have high pressure cross-country natural gas pipe lines. It would be
advisable to have more frequent automatic gas shui-offs along urbanized routes in order to isolate a smaller
length of pipe should there be a break.

5. An engineering issue that [ did not find discussed to any great extent was the pressure at which the sea
floor gas pipe lines would operate. Sea bed pipelines of various sorts are a proven technology; however, the
stress in a corrosive (sea water) environment, as well as pressure fluctuations and sea flow currents could result
in fatigue failure of the pipes. This would depend upon the working pressure and the pipe metal alloy and the
outer protection.

6. It appears that the Cabrillo site is the preferred and most likely location. However, should 66342
the terminal be located on one of the off-shore islands (after resolution of the environmental, political, and
docking 1ssues) the following spin-ofT"s could be considered:

a, The construction camp could later become a tourist or youth camping facility, or an
oceanographic research facility on the island.

b. Any major spill/fire/explosion would be confined to that part of the island.

¢ The terminal would be away from the shipping lanes.

1

2004/G534

G534-1

The maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) for each of the
twin 24-inch subsea pipelines is 1,500 pounds per square inch
gauge (psig). Over the length of the subsea pipelines, pressures
would decrease to 1,100 psi at the meter and piping at the onshore
metering station. The MAOP for the 36-inch Center Road Pipeline
and its alternatives is 1,100 psi, and the MAOP for the 30-inch Line
225 Pipeline Loop in Santa Clarita is 845 psi. Sections 2.3.1 and
2.3.2 contain information on maintenance of offshore pipelines.

G534-2
Section 3.3.7.3 discusses the use of one of the Channel Islands as
a potential alternative location for the regasification facility.



G534-3
7. The terminal could form the basis for several spin-off indusiries: a terminal for exporting
hydrocarbon gases produced in California; a thermodynamic heat sink to assist a food freeze-drying industry;
and a supply for LNG-fueled busses and trucks (as opposed to CNG - compressed natural gas)

a. The twin 24 in. ocean floor pipes could be used to send out bound California-produced
hydrocarbons for export during times when methane was not in-coming. Standard multiple-use technologies for
high pressure pipes would be employed to prevent any mixing of different gases. The heat sink provided by the
chilled LNG could help in liquefying the export gases. This is achieved by direct heat transfer from the export
gas in question, provided it has a higher boiling point than that of LNG (-263 deg. F); or, the LNG could serve
as 2 heat sink for more efficient additional refnigeration of the export gas to a liquid..

b. The gasified methane could be kept chilled during movement to shore where a food freeze-drying
facility would use the free cold (head sink).

[ Chilled, high pressure gas brought ashore would require less refrigeration to convert it back to
LNG for transportation use,

d. Chilled, high pressure gas brought ashore would, when run through an expander turbine, provide
both a heat sink and pumping power to chill other hydrocarbon gases to be exported in liquid form.

5. Rather than bumning methane to gasify the LNG, it would be more economical and G5344
environmentally cleaner to use the ocean itself as the heat supply. This could involve using the sea bed pipes as
the heat exchanger. A concentric insulated pipe system is envisioned to prevent freezing the adjacent sea water
while controlling the heat input and boiling of the LNG along the length of the ocean floor pipes. Care must be
taken not to frecze sea water about the pipes as this would subject them to loads from buoyancy and sea floor
water currents.

6. It is not known at what pressure the gas would be brought ashore. There are several G53456
issues to this:

a. The higher the pressure, the less pumping is required to bring it up to the existing cross-country
distribution system.

b. The lower the pressure, the safer the gas pipes run through urban areas to connect

with the existing cross-country gas system,
c. The lower the pressure, the longer the life of the ocean floor pipes. In general

metal fatigues faster if subjected to cyclic stresses in a commosive environment.

7. Al the present time, it is not known what commercial hydrocarbon gases could be G534-6
economically exported in liquid form; or what the facility ashore would have to be to enable this. It will also be
necessary to know the thermodynamics (boiling point, specific heats, heart transfer properties) of candidate
gases. A comprehensive thermodynamic and economic analysis would point out the spin-off possibilities from
the basic LNG facility

Sent via the ACN WebMail system

2004/G534

G534-3

The Applicant has only proposed that the Project be used for the
importation, storage, regasification, and distribution of natural gas.
If the facility were to be proposed for a different use, a new or
modified application would be required as well as a new
environmental assessment.

G534-4

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Appendix D5 contains revised information on the
seawater cooling elimination proposal. Section 3.3.9.1 evaluates
alternative vaporization technologies.

G534-5
See the response to Comment G534-1.

G534-6
Thank you for the information.
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1218/2004
Keith
Cordingly

395 E. Main St.
Greeen River
uT

84525
Alternatives

| want to thank everyone involved in this project and everyone at BHP
Billiton for their effort in trying to make this project happen. This is a great
idea. Currently | rely on propane to heat my home and the prices are
outrageous. | do not have the option to use natural gas right now because
there simply isn't any around, | am looking forward to the day when | do
have the abhility to use natural gas and | think Cabrillo port is a step in the
right direction to making that happen.

2004/G186

G186-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



Origin:
Date:

First Name:

Last Name:
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Zip Code:
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E&E Website
1218/2004
Marcy
Cordingly

395 E. Main St.
Greeen River

uT
84525
Alternatives

| feel that the benefits of such a port would not be confined to California
alone but this port is the first step to bringing more natural gas to the rest
of the country. |, for one, would love to see this application approved for
the benefit of all of the United States. My gas bill, especially in the winter
months, is very high and any safe and effective method to reduce my
costs would be great. | realize if this application is approved the port
wouldn't be in operation until 2008 or so, but it is imperative that the
decision to be approved be made as soon as possible. Thank You.

2004/G191

G191-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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12/20/2004
Paul

Cornwell

8871 M. Winding Way
Fair Oaks

CA
85628

Biological Resources - Marine, Biological Resources - Terrestrial

| can't believe it, but it seems that our Coast Guard was able to make it
happen. An energy producing company is going to take the extra
measures in protecting marine life. Where damage is done, strick
midigation measures are in place. BHPE is being forced to look and act
proactively at the potential impacts they will have on endangered species,
and they are willing to do so. They have made many changes in the plans
of this projec to further protect environment in as many ways as possible.
Thank you for encouraging this to happen and thanks to BHPE for
agreeing to do it. | fully support any project that takes these factors into
consideration. Regards, Paul Cornwell

2004/G243

G243-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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December 17", 2004

California State Lands Commission
Atm: Cy Oggins

0.8, Coast Guard

Attn; Lieutenant Ken Kusano

Dear Cy Oggins and Lieutenant Kusano,

Iam writing to provide comments on the proposed Cabrillo Port LNG Project Draft EIS/EIR. In
addition to my concers about the document, I am aware of concerns stated by Congresswoman
Lois Capps that California representatives need to assess if we need additional energy supplies
and if so, is this project the best way to provide our energy needs.

Ocean Futures Society believes that California should Jook towards conservation measures and  |(34.25-1

increased efficiency of existing processing facilities prior to investing in this LNG Project that
relies on LNG delivered from Australia. Southern Califonia sealife, including migrating gray
whales, depend upon our coastal waters for their survival. Adding an additional source of
coastal noise and water pollution, as well as the looming threat of catastrophic accidents should
be avoided if at all possible.

We have the following comments regarding the contents of the document:

Typo: In Table 4.2-1, Public Comment 8 says that the potential for hazardous offshore weather
and sea conditions is discussed in Subsection 4.1.8, Offshore Oceanography and Meteorology.

Section 4.1.8 is actually titled, *Underlying Assumptions, and 4.1.9 is Offshore Oceanography |(3425-2

and Meteorology.
4.1.8 Underlying Assumptions

The applicant would implement the mitigation measures included in its application, the MMP
and in supplemental submittals to the USCG and the CSLC.

Who will ensure they implement the mitigation measures? G425-3

4.1.9 Environmental Setting.

The Proposed Project uses data from three weather buoys located near the proposed site to
characterize the meteorological conditions of the Proposed Project site. These buoys include the

Deean Fulures Sociery Ocean Fuivees Europe
315 Chapals Sirest TEL BOS.E99.8809 13 Rre da Tooguervilie TEL 33 142272667
Sarea Barhara, FaX EDSRGSEE9E T501T Poris FRANCE FAX 33142272881

Cabfomala 53100 USA
www.oceanfutures.org

2004/G425

G425-1

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

G425-2
Section 4.2 has been reorganized. Table 4.2-2 contains information
on this topic.

G425-3

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.
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Catalina Ridge buoy, the Santa Monica Bay Buoy, and the Point Dume buoy. These buoys are
generally located to the north, east and south of the proposed project site.

There is an additional buoy located west of the Proposed Project site from which no data was
used to characterize the meteorological conditions at the Proposed Project site. Station 46503,
owned and operated by the National Data Buoy Center, is located in the East Santa Barbara
Channel approximately 25 miles west of the Proposed Project site. Meteorological conditions at
Station 46503 are likely more extreme than conditions at the buoys utilized in the EIS report due |G425-4
to its location in the Santa Barbara Channel, where northwest winds frequently blow southeast
from Point Conception directly towards the East Channel Buoy and the Proposed Project site.

It would be helpful if the document provided and analyzed data from Station 46503 and how it
may or may not help determine meteorological conditions at the Proposed Site.

The EIS states that the Applicant intends to design the FSRU and its mooring system based on
100-year wind/wave sea states. Is a 100-year wind/wave sea state sufficient for the Santa
Barbara Channel? The Santa Barbara Channel can have very nasty surface conditions, and how | 54255
often does a 100-year event occur? What effect will a 500-year event have on the FSRU and
what would be the consequences?

Section 4.1.9.1 Line 38 (typo)
‘The eastern entrance to the Santa Barbara Channel is located northwest of the Proposed Project G426-6
site, not to the northeast, as the report states.

Section 4.7.33 Significance Criteria for Impacts to Marine Mammals

Line 30 states that the project impacts would be considered significant if the project causes a
Level B take of a listed or candidate species or a Level B take of significant numbers (more than
10) of marine mammals. Over what time period are these impacts to be assessed? During
construction, annually, or over the life of the project? And who will monitor and record the
number of marine mammal takes? } G425.7

Similarly, Line 35 states that that the project impacts would be considered significant if the
project causes substantial deviations of migration routes for significant numbers (more than 10
of marine mammals. Over what time period are these impacts to be assessed? During
construction, annually, or over the life of the project?

Cicean Funsres Society Clezan Funses Eurape
323 Chagpala Street TEL BOS.253 8899 13 Rue de Tocguerville TEL 33 1 42372667
Saxla Baskara, FAX B05.800.R558 75007 Paris FRANCE FAX 33142272882

Caoliforaia 95101 USA
www.oceanfutures.org

2004/G425

G425-4

Section 4.1.8.5 contains information on meteorology and climate in
the Project area, including average wind speed and direction.
Information on wind speed and direction is also summarized in
Appendix C2. Data presented are from National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Buoy 46025 (Catalina Ridge),
which is approximately 7 NM (8.05 miles) south of the proposed
FSRU site. Of the three buoys nearest the proposed FSRU site
(see Figure 4.1-1 for buoy locations), NOAA Buoy 46025 is the
most exposed and has the longest data record (1982 to 2004).
Information from NOAA Buoy 46053 was not used, as this buoy is
located in the Santa Barbara Channel, 12 NM (14 miles) southwest
of Santa Barbara and about 46.6 NM (53.6 miles) to the
west-northwest from the FSRU's proposed location in the Santa
Monica Basin.

G425-5
Sections 4.1.8.3 and 4.1.8.4 contain additional information on this
topic.

The regulations implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 (a)) require that "each component, except for hoses,
mooring lines, and aids to navigation buoys, must be designed to
withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces of
the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period." Accordingly, a 500-year
event was not analyzed.

By definition, a 100-year wave event is expected to occur once
every 100 years on average over the course of many hundreds of
years. The estimated 100-year wave height (7+ meters) and peak
wave period (16+ seconds) at the FSRU exceed any waves
generated locally by strong northwest winds. The most extreme
waves are primarily generated in the deep ocean and propagate
through the Channel Islands.

G425-6
The text in Section 4.1.9 has been revised in response to the
comment.

G425-7

The text in Section 4.7.3 has been reorganized. Section 4.7.3.5
contains revised text on this topic. Section 4.7.4 contains
information on marine biological resources (including marine
mammals) impacts and mitigation. Section 4.7.4 also contains
information on responsibilities for and timing of mitigation



2004/G425

measures, which include marine mammal monitoring.
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Section 4.7.3.4 Significance Criteria for Impacts to Seabirds

This section mentions that project impacts would be considered significant if the project causes
injuries or mortalities to substantial numbers (more than 10) of non-listed seabirds, or causes
substantial deviations of migration routes to significant numbers (more than 10) of sea birds.
Over what time period are these impacts to be assessed? During construction, annually, or over
the life of the project? And who will monitor and record the mumber of Seabird takes?

Table 4.7.8 BioMar-10 states that noise from construction and vessel operation could disrupt
migrations, interfere with or mask communications, prey and predator detection, and/or
navigation; cause adverse behavioral changes; or result in temporary or permanent hearing loss.
The project proposes to mitigate noise during construction by constructing outside the gray
whale migration season — but does not offer any mitigation measures for operation.

We are only beginning to understand the affects of noise on whales and other sea life and this
additional source of pollution should be avoided if California can supply an alternate source of
energy. '

However, for the purposes of this stndy, there should be mitigation measures and standards
suggested for the operation of this project. Noises can be muted, ships can be quieted,
operational guidelines can be created to minimize noises while at anchor, and other measures
must be discussed and employed to make the facility operation as guiet as possible.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of this proposed project and for taking into
consideration the concerns of California citizens. !

Sincerely,

Jean-Michel Cousteau
President Editor

Jim Knowlton

Ocezx Futuces Dirope

13 Rue de Tooquarville
75017 Farls FRANCE

DOezan Fuiures Society

325 Chepela Soreet TEL B0S.890.8809
Sanis Berbara, FAX 2058905358

www.oceanfutures,org

G4258

G4258

TEL 33 14227 2667
FAX 33142272882

2004/G425

G425-8

The text in Section 4.7.3 has been reorganized. Section 4.7.3.3
contains revised text on significance criteria for impacts on
seabirds. Section 4.7.4 contains information on impacts on marine
biological resources, including seabirds.

The analysis indicates that Project impacts on seabirds would not
exceed the level of significance. In the event of an accidental spill,
as discussed in Impact BioMar-6, the provisions of the
Lempert-Keene-Seastrand Oil Spill Prevention and Response Act
would apply (see Table 4.7-7).

G425-9
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains revised text on this topic.
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1217/2004
Julia

Cronin

2407 Vine Circle
Rocklin

CA
85765
OtherfGeneral Comment

| am personally happy to see the amount of effort BHP has taken to
mitigate some of the concerns originally voiced over their project. The
willingness of the officials to make a project that is environmentally
sensitive but will still deliver affordable natural gas is commendable. We
need to find common sense solutions to our energy problems and this is a
prime example of a project that balances all interests to work towards a
solution. The Cabrillo Port facility is by far the best proposal that has
come forth to help address California’'s LNG needs. This iswhy | am in full
favor of the project.

2004/G103

G103-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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12/20/2004
Delia

Cruz

7471 18th St
Sacramento

CA
85822

OtherfGeneral Comment

The Cabrillo Port Project needs to be approved. There is no danger to
any person, marine life, the environment, our comfort, or our children.
There will be a negative impact on our comfort if it's not built. The cost of
natural gas will skyrocket driving prices up for everything. We think if we
don't have natural gas in our homes we don't have to worry about it's
production. We forget that many businesses survive on it and we will all
be affected if we don't start finding sources of natural gas. BHPB and the
Coast Guard have done a fantastic job pulling this project together. We
must support it.

G338-1

2004/G338

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed

Project.
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12/20/2004
Jose

Cruz

7471 16th St
Sacramento
CA

95822

Land Use

How many nonfunction oil platforms are off California's coastline? The
beauty of Cabrillo Port it that it's a floating structure that can be removed
when it's no longer needed. And it will utilize resources from Australia
therefore further protecting our own natural resources for future use. We
won't even know the structure is there. It's lot better than using our lands
for drilling and storage of natural gas.

G290-1

2004/G290

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed

Project.
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Last Mame:

Topic:
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E&E Website

12/20/2004
Dennis

Cunnington
Public Safety: Hazards and Risk Analysis

Okay, | have kids and | can't believe that people are going so low as to
say create the fear that there could be exploding gas line beneath schools
- and in poor communities non the less. Gas lines are all over our country.
Many schools heating systems are powered by natural gas. This is just
another feable attempt to stop a good project. | support Cabrillo Port and
would be appauld if the project were stopped due to such unfounded
reasons.

2004/G318

G318-1

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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